This paper deals with youth unemployment trends in Europe since the mid-1980s in general and regards individual risk factors in the mid-1990s for Germany and the United Kingdom in particular. The study of the two selected countries shows that the individual risk of (long-term) unemployment is not equally high for all young people, but rather depends on various socio-economic and structural factors like gender, education, nationality and region of residence. The individual level of education is an important determinant of occupational success, while the country-specific organisation of educational systems and labour market institutions also affects different occupational outcomes. In addition, the welfare state structures and policies may determine labour market outcomes. Germany and the United Kingdom responded to the increasing problems of youth unemployment with the active labour market programs 'JUMP' and 'New Deal for Young People', the concepts and results of these are discussed.
Introduction
Over the past 30 years unemployment in general and youth unemployment in particular have been a major problem in many industrial societies. Today the experience of being unemployed is a common component of the working biographies of a large portion of the young labour force. Here youth unemployment is understood to be the unemployment of young people under the age of 25, which occurs most often with the transition from the educational system into the labour market. However, layoffs are another possibility of becoming unemployed and are an increasing real problem in recent years (Sinnhold, 1990, p. 57) . It seems to be an European phenomenon that young people are affected more severely by unemployment than people over the age of 25 in the majority of European Union (EU) countries (Russell & O'Connell, 2001, p. 2f.) . Germany is one of the exceptions to this rule.
High youth unemployment rates in most European societies provide significant challenges for economic and social policy. If young people are excluded from the main labour market and relegated to the periphery of the social security system, then this system, which is oriented toward compensation across generations, is endangered (Harten, 1983, p. 22ff.) . However, the negative consequences of unemployment affect not only individuals, but also society at large. Increasing joblessness is connected with negative impacts on the personal perspectives of life, political opposition and integration problems (Strasser, 1997, p. 29) . Youth unemployment leads to social problems like a lack of orientation and hostility towards foreigners, which in turn lead to increased social expenditures. At the societal level, high youth unemployment endangers the inventory of social security systems, whose proper functioning depends on a sufficient number of compulsory social insurance working contracts (Franz, 1998, p. 11) .
In order to circumvent unemployment, many young people remain in the educational systems to improve their chances through further investment in their human capital, because it seems that 'education is the most important determinant of occupational success in industrialised societies' (Müller & Shavit, 1998, p. 1) . However, this prolongs the process of becoming independent from one's parents and delays entry into the labour market. Those unemployed youths who have ended up on welfare are namely often among the long-term unemployed and the repeatedly unemployed later in life. For this group the unemployment risk increases due to the lack of regular work and the following downgrading. A concomitant phenomenon of unemployment is the increasing concern with the problem of social exclusion (Kieselbach et al., 2001; Hammer, 2000; Kieselbach, 2000) . Some groups like the long-term unemployed are detached from society such that the concentration of disadvantageous factors like unemployment, poverty and deficiencies in education can lead to their marginalisation (McGinnity, 2001, p. 1) .
Although the basic tendencies of unemployment show similar patterns, such as a general increase or different degrees to which certain social groups are affected (e.g., persons with low qualifications or foreigners), there are country-specific differences with regard to the size and structure of the problem. In Germany, youth unemployment rates are relatively low in the EU context and do not constitute a special youth problem as compared to most other countries (Russell & O'Connell, 2001) . To illuminate the causes of this, a comparison with the United Kingdom -a high-risk country for the disproportionate share of youth unemployment -is of special interest. Behind the following analyses is the assumption that the individual risk is not distributed evenly among all young persons, but that differences arise according to the development of individual characteristics (Russell & O'Connell, 2001 ). Thus, while such influences are not independent of the general business cycle, the worse the economic situation, the stronger the competition for vacant positions, and the greater the likelihood that individual characteristics will affect employment outcomes. This paper intends to show the institutional influence on the extent of youth unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom and analyses the individual risk factors which determine unemployment for young people. It is organised as follows: the first section regards the aggregated (long-term) unemployment trends in EU countries for selected years during the period from 1985 to 2000, in order to reveal the structural differences between the two countries. The following section deals with the differences in the rate and structure of unemployment in Germany versus the United Kingdom, which can be explained by the specific organisation of their respective educational systems, labour markets and social security systems. The next section analyses the individual risk factors of youth (long-term) unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom by using microdata from the two selected countries. The analysis of the German situation is based on anonymous data from the 1995 Microcensus, while the data for the United Kingdom are taken from the 1996 British Labour Force Survey. The last section provides a short overview of the active labour market programs 'JUMP' in Germany and the 'New Deal for Young People' in the United Kingdom.
(Youth) Unemployment Trends in the EU Countries
Like unemployment as a whole, youth unemployment fluctuated sharply in the EU countries in the last two decades (cf. Germany and the United Kingdom in that young people living in Germany are not as affected by unemployment, the duration rates are higher than in the United Kingdom.
-table 2 about here-
Institutional Determinants of Youth Unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom
Germany and the United Kingdom differ strongly in terms of the major institutional characteristics of their educational systems, labour markets and welfare systems. The organisational structure of the institutions is the result of different cultural orientations, socio-economic conditions and specific power shares in societies. The relationship between church and state and the influence of various political parties characterised the shape of these institutions. Due to this historic conjunction of conditions, the educational systems (and also the welfare systems) in the EU countries differ strongly (Müller & Shavit, 1998, p. 3f.; Müller et al., 1997, p. 185) . The country-specific arrangement of these institutions can help to explain differences in the magnitude, structure and duration of youth unemployment.
The Transition from School to Work: Educational Systems and Labour Market Institutions
Educational systems function as mediating instances for the transition from school to work. Country-specific differences regarding youth unemployment problems are closely linked with the institutional character of the educational systems and labour markets.
As we can see, the educational systems of Germany and the United Kingdom differ strongly in terms of degree of standardisation and stratification (cf. table 3). Depending on the specific institution, the transitions from school or apprenticeship to work can be facilitated. Standardisation is the degree to which the quality of education is equal in a country. Stratification concerns the selectivity: it differentiates the age at selection takes place and what proportion of a cohort attains the highest educational degree. The earlier allocation occurs and the smaller the proportion of pupils that complete the maximum number of school years, the larger the dimension of stratification (Allmendinger, 1989, p. 233 ).
-table 3 about hereIn Germany the link between education and occupational outcomes is strong. Germany has an occupational labour market and jobs are well defined in terms of content.
Graduates with a vocational qualification have a lower risk of unemployment than those with 'only' a general qualification. In the United Kingdom, with its stable internal labour markets and where vocational education tends to be more general, people require 'on-the job-training' before they are attractive to employers. In Germany the speciality of the so called 'dual system of training' ('Duales Ausbildungssystem') is thought to be the reason for a relatively low youth unemployment rate in comparison with other countries (Kieselbach et al., 2000, p. 136f.; OECD, 1994) . In this apprenticeship system the teaching of work-specific skills is co-ordinated between vocational schools and the workplace. The link between educational qualification and labour market outcome is strong, whereas British vocational education is decentralised and organised along local or even private lines. The system of professional training in Germany offers youths who have successfully finished their apprenticeship a much smoother transition into the regular labour market than in labour markets in which professional education takes place through 'on-the-job-training' (Brauns et al., 1999; OECD, 1998) . The advantage lies in the fact that young persons in the 'dual system' are already labour market insiders during their training period and acquire knowledge that is easily transferable to other jobs. The dually-trained apprentices attain qualifications specific to their occupations.
Another institutional approach includes the labour market institutions and their impact on unemployment, especially on long-term unemployment. One can distinguish between rigid labour markets and more flexible labour markets. The German labour market is regarded as more rigid than the British labour market. In more regulated markets, the weaker labour force groups, like women, low-skilled workers or youths, will be more disadvantaged in the search for jobs than they would be in more flexible markets (McGinnity, 2001, p. 22ff.) . We can see that although the unemployment rate for young people is higher in the United Kingdom than in Germany in 2000, the longterm rate is lower. Labour market regulation affects the structure of unemployment, not the level.
Welfare State Structures and Their Impact on Unemployment
Welfare state institutions differ strongly between Germany and the United Kingdom.
Following Esping-Andersen's (1990) classification of welfare state structures, Germany can be classified as a typical representative of a conservative welfare state while the United Kingdom is an example of a liberal welfare state. The third form, the socialdemocratic type, is found in Sweden, for example.
Specific welfare state institutions dealing with unemployment should stratify outcomes in different ways. Germany and the United Kingdom responded diverse to rising unemployment. The influence of welfare state systems on unemployment, and here of the unemployment benefit systems in particular, may not be overlooked. In Germany unemployment is seen as an individual risk and people are to be insured by a statutory insurance system. In contrast, the British state has based individual choice and the compensation of negative outcomes on the principle of poverty alleviation.
Unemployment benefits are primarily means-tested and not based on any contributions.
In Germany, welfare state institutions are characterised by a high degree of decommodification (extent to which the factor work is extracted from the market by the government) and a high degree of corporation (extent to which the social security system distinguishes between professional groups). In such welfare systems, the transition from school to work is strongly regulated and easier, especially for young people. In contrast to this, value is placed on the school degree in the United Kingdom, with its liberal welfare state model, in which de-commodification and corporation are weak. This leads to the fact that the labour market is hardly regulated by the state, protection rights for employees are weak and dismissals are simple. But on the other hand, barriers to new positions are accordingly low.
In the EU comparison, the German system of unemployment benefits grants relatively generous help. The social security system is well developed and therefore for many, unemployment appears to be a preferable alternative opposite to jobs that lie under their qualification level (Miegel, 1996, p. 3) . In the United Kingdom, on the other hand, unemployed persons fall not into a social hammock, but onto a hard plank bed (Wirtschaftswoche, 2001, p. 22) . In contrast to Germany, less well-paid work must be accepted; because of the weak social safety net, there is enormous economic pressure to accept new positions even if they are worse paid or in less popular branches or regions (Thurow, 1996, p. 41) . We can observe that many young people work in substandard jobs. They often take 'McJobs' (Roberts, 2000, p. 65) to ensure their subsistence. In
Germany persons thus affected are unemployed at least temporarily. Some welfare theorists argue that states with conservative welfare systems combined with specific characteristics of industrial relation systems create an 'insider-outsider' labour market in which skilled workers have secure jobs and outsiders are unemployed (DiPrete et al., 2001, p. 46 ). In such systems labour market success is strongly age and education biased.
Although many young people have no right to social benefits, the influence of support payments is observable. The level of benefits affects the transition rate from unemployment to employment to a lesser extent; rather, it is the duration of benefits which has a greater impact (Nickell, 1997; Katz & Meyer, 1990) . For the United Kingdom the effect of unemployment benefits varies with age. The influence of support payments on duration of unemployment is strongest for men aged 16 to 19 years, followed by the 20 to 24-year-old men. In the oldest age bracket, men over 45, there is no effect observable (Narendranathan et al., 1985, p. 327f.) .
Definitions, Data and Methods
The empirical analyses of the individual risk factors associated with unemployment in These definition considers the unemployed to be persons who
• are not employed (dependent or self-employed) when surveyed,
• are currently available and willing to take up paid work within two weeks, and
• were actively seeking work in the last four weeks (includes not only the services of the employment office, but any type of job-seeking activity, e.g. via friends or newspapers).
The definition excludes persons who are not available for employment because they are in full-time education or are engaged in homemaking or parenting. Individuals who are out of work but will start a job in the near future are also considered unemployed in the sense of this definition.
The following analyses exclude individuals in apprenticeship or youth training programs, as well as young people who have completed a tertiary education. This latter group is particularly small, especially in Germany, and causes distortions when infrequent combinations of characteristics are brought into the analyses.
'Young people', according to the United Nations Definition, refers to all persons aged at least 15 and not older than 24, but due to the nature of the data, these analyses consider only persons between the ages of 16 and 24.
As a result of these selections, the total sample sizes are 19.895 cases for Germany in 1995 and 8.823 cases for the United Kingdom in 1996. The availability of huge sample sizes in Labour Force Surveys makes precise statistical estimation and detailed analyses of different social groups possible.
The individual level of education, which has a highly significant influence on employment prospects, must be operationalised in a standard form to permit international comparisons between countries. Education is measured by the CASMIN scale of educational qualifications, which has been developed for comparative research (Müller & Shavit, 1998, p. 17) . 3 This scale differentiates between levels of general education and vocational education (cf. table 4).
-table 4 about hereAlthough one can show differences in the size and structure of youth unemployment by comparing unemployment rates 4 according to certain individual characteristics, it is essential to use multivariate analyses. These methods can be used to determine the causal connection between two variables while controlling for third variables.
To examine the connection between youth unemployment and their socio-economic and macro-structural determinants, binomial logistic regression models are used. The analyses investigate the influence of age, gender, marital status, education, regional location and occupational sector on youth (long-term) unemployment. With dichotomous variables the maximum likelihood estimate is used. 7 In tables 5 and 6 the reported coefficients indicate the estimated changes of the log of the odds ratios (logit), which express the competitive (dis)advantage that holders of specific characteristics have over others with regard to the risk of unemployment.
Individual Risk Factors of Youth Unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom
In order to describe the factors that influence the individual risk of (long-term) unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom, two models were used. Model A regards the risk of unemployment among young persons who are active in the labour market (employed and unemployed). Model B investigates the risk of long-term unemployment among the young unemployed.
Youth Unemployment in Germany
In Germany 'older young people' (those aged between 20 and 24) are more affected by unemployment than those aged between 16 and 19 years (cf. table 5, Model A). Young females are more prone to unemployment than young males. This effect reflects the general observation that in many countries women and girls have inferior labour market chances as compared to men and boys (Kieselbach et al., 2000, p. 155) . Due to sociallyrecognised labour market alternatives, unemployment seems more reasonable for women. Although women today increasingly achieve educational qualifications equivalent to those of men, they are still disadvantaged in the job market. This can be partly attributed to the gender-related occupational choice by women (Born, 2000, p. 50) . Apart from the teaching professions in the 'dual system', there are some occupations, in particular within the social and care sector, which can be pursued only through school training. These occupations are chosen mostly by women. Thus they profit less from the advantages of the 'dual system'. A link is also apparent between marital status and unemployment. The models distinguish only between single and married young people because the number of widowed or divorced persons is too small in this age group. Married young people are more affected by unemployment than young singles, probably because they are less mobile. On the other hand it could be possible that the decision to marry might be deferred due to impending unemployment.
-table 5 about hereYoung Germans (including those with dual citizenship) are less prone to unemployment than their contemporaries living in Germany who do not possess a German passport. In addition to language difficulties, this might also be due to discrimination (La Rosa & Chicci, 2001 ).
8
The level of education turns out to be the most influential individual characteristic. The incidence of unemployment is highly correlated with individuals' educational achievement. As the level of education rises, the probability of unemployment decreases. The attainment of a vocational qualification, in addition to school education, also plays a significant role here. One characteristic of Germany is the fact that unemployment rates do not fall steadily as the level of education increases, but rather depend on whether someone has a vocational qualification. Occupational skill for a specific vocation carries more weight than school education. A successfully completed apprenticeship seems to be an important selection criterion in the labour market.
However, the differences become smaller as the level of formal education rises. Employment in the service sector, and particularly in the public service sector, turns out to be advantageous.
There are only few characteristics that influence the duration of unemployment 9 among young people in Germany (cf. (long-term) unemployment than their male contemporaries in that they are more often unemployed and for longer periods. The education variable also reveals a similar effect compared to the general risk of unemployment among young people. As the level of education rises, the risk of long-term unemployment decreases. Vocational qualification is again an important criterion. The sector in which a young person is or was once employed is also a determining factor. Here, again, young people employed in the service sector are at an advantage.
Youth Unemployment in the United Kingdom
The situation in the United Kingdom in general is similar to that in Germany as regards individual risk factors. But despite similarities, there are some conspicuous differences (cf. table 6, Model A). As in Germany, young people aged between 20 and 24 are disadvantaged compared to those in the younger age bracket. And gender is also a significant risk factor in the United Kingdom, although here, in contrast to Germany, young males are at greater risk of becoming unemployed. While Germany follows the general pattern of higher unemployment rates for women in the EU, this pattern is reversed in the United Kingdom (McGinnity, 2001, p. 50) . The decline of heavy industry and manufacturing has especially influenced the transition from school to work for many young people in the United Kingdom (Ashton et al., 1990) . The jobs lost in these sectors were predominately full-time manual jobs for males. The growth of service sector employment offers mostly part-time or flexible work, from which females benefited more than males (Canny, 2001, p. 134; Felstead & Jewson, 1999; Jones, 1998) .
Unlike in Germany, marital status has no effect on youth unemployment, and British citizenship does not have a positive effect on individual labour market prospects either (La Rosa & Chicci, 2001, p. 26; Jones, 1998) .
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-table 6 about here -
In the United Kingdom, too, the education variable proves to be the most important factor influencing the individual risk of unemployment. However, the pattern is somewhat different from that in Germany. As the level of education rises, the probability of unemployment falls steadily, while the German pattern, in contrast, is more polarised between general education and vocational qualification. Possession of a vocational qualification is relatively insignificant for individual success in the United
Kingdom. Completion of vocational training reduces the risk of unemployment at any
given level of education, but does not reduce it between levels. While there are striking regional differences in Germany with respect to the risk of unemployment, the situation is more homogeneous in the United Kingdom. While, for example, in Germany the unemployment risk for someone living and working in Saxony-Anhalt is four times higher than for a young person from Bavaria, the difference between the counties in the United Kingdom is only two times higher between East Anglia and Yorkshire and
Humberside. There the biggest differences appear not between the separate regions, but between different places within regions. The risk of unemployment varies according to location. Characteristic features of such areas are high unemployment rates for the adult population, a concentration of low-income households, a low educational standard and a high rate of early school leavers (Roberts, 2000, p. 62) . The link between the occupational sector and unemployment is also less marked. Young people in almost all sectors face an equal risk of becoming unemployed, and this applies to the public service sector as well.
There are also some differences between Germany and the United Kingdom concerning the determinants of the duration of unemployment (cf. Humberside face only a minor risk of long-term unemployment. Marital status and nationality have no significant impact on the duration, while the effect of the occupational sector has an impact, but only a negligible one. The only significant impact is that young people working in the transport sector have a minor risk.
Individual Risk Factors and Their Impact on the Probability of Youth Unemployment: Some Illustrations
The absence of characteristics which 'favour' unemployment can improve the labour market situation considerably, while a combination of several 'unfavourable' features can significantly raise the individual probability of unemployment. To illustrate this, two examples shall be used, for which the individual probabilities of unemployment can be calculated using the formula: P (Y=1) = 1/1 + e -y .
In the first example, the probability for a 22-year-old woman living in Germany who is married and does not have German citizenship will be calculated. She lives in SaxonyAnhalt, the 'Bundesland' with the highest rate of unemployment, and has completed only compulsory schooling. She is employed in the agricultural sector.
Another probability is calculated for a woman living in the United Kingdom, with the same characteristics of age, marital status, nationality, educational level and occupational sector and who lives in Merseyside, the region with the highest rate of youth unemployment in the United Kingdom.
The young woman in the first example has an individual probability of unemployment of 62%, while the young woman living in the United Kingdom with the same main characteristics has only a 7.5% risk of being jobless. Having just one fewer unfavourable characteristic can significantly increase an individual's labour market prospect. If the young woman in the first example had completed her 'Abitur' instead of only compulsory schooling, her probability of being unemployed -all else remaining equal -would have fallen to 17%. If another unfavourable characteristic were added, however, the prospects could worsen accordingly. For a young man living in the United Kingdom having the same characteristics as the woman in the second example (apart from gender), the probability of unemployment increases from 7.5% to 13%.
Although the individual risk factors are quite different in Germany and the United
Kingdom we can see that the combination of certain characteristics can determine the chances in the labour market. Young people with many 'negative' features are more likely to be unemployed than people without these unfavourable characteristics.
Active Labour Market Policy Programs in Germany and the United Kingdom
As a reaction to the increasing problems of integrating young people into the labour market, programs have been started in Germany and the United Kingdom during the last few years. The principal purpose of these active labour market policies is to accommodate disadvantaged young persons successfully. In the United Kingdom the 'New Deal' is a key part of the British government's welfareto-work strategy. The program is directed not only to youthful unemployed persons, but also to the handicapped, to single mothers, to unemployed musicians and to the older long-term unemployed. The idea is to bring these groups from the income support system into regular employment through active labour market policy. The participants must consult the labour exchange, participate in training and then decide whether to accept a normal or subsidised job in the economy, a year-long continuing education measure or a temporary workplace. Those who accept none of these options see their income support reduced. The 'New Deal for Young People' has been run since 1998 with 600.000 participants, with the principal purpose of helping them leave the social security system (The Guardian, 1999, p. 15). Already 180.000 have found a job on the free market and have kept it longer than three months. Others have landed in programs for job creation or education. One third of the participants have left the program; one fifth continues to receive unemployment benefits (Fischermann, 2001) . Critical voices say that the program tries to protect against the recipients' receiving income support, but at the same time does not fight the real causes of unemployment. Although it seems that youth unemployment is at a minimum, there are still problems. Certainly, many young persons could be taken off of income support; however, they generally end up in simple, poorly-paid jobs which are limited temporally. They are thereby exposed to the risk of future unemployment (Roberts, 2000, p. 65) .
Concerns About the Ability to Explain Unemployment by Means of Individual Risk Factors and the Possibility of State Intervention
In addition to common individual risk factors, we can observe country-specific differences regarding youth unemployment in Germany and the United Kingdom.
Overall, the risk of unemployment decreases as the level of qualification rises.
However, other factors such as gender, nationality and region are also significant. If youth unemployment is to be combated successfully, the measures implemented -in addition to overall economic growth which increases the size of the pie -must be targeted towards those who are most affected. In order to pinpoint the problem groups, additional risk factors such as social origin, occupation and personal attitude must be identified as well. The risk of unemployment in both countries is strongly associated with the individual level of education. While a vocational qualification for a specific occupation can outweigh the importance of school education in Germany, in the United Kingdom the unemployment risk of a person with a vocational qualification may fall at any given level of education, but not between levels. Young people with a number of individual risk factors, such as a low level of education and foreign citizenship, for example, belong to the 'losers' of the labour market in both Germany and the United Kingdom.
In addition to individual risk factors, institutional determinants also play a significant role. The structure of unemployment depends on the country-specific organisation of welfare state structures, labour market institutions and the linkages between the countries' educational systems and labour markets. In particular, the structure of the educational system is an important factor. In Germany the system of dual training seems to guarantee more jobs and more fluid transitions for young people than in the United Kingdom. The trainees obtain qualifications which are relevant to the labour market and are easily transferable. The first transition into the regular labour market is facilitated and young people in Germany are less likely to become unemployed. The association between strong apprenticeship systems and low youth unemployment rates is strong.
Youth unemployment is lower in Germany than in the United Kingdom and the difference can partly be attributed to the apprenticeship systems which facilitate the transition from school to work in Germany. It seems that in Germany the 'dual model'
can protect the young people very well against youth unemployment. But if we observe not only the extent of youth unemployment but also the duration, we can see that the long-term unemployment rate is higher in Germany. The structure of the welfare systems could be responsible for this effect, because in Germany (young) unemployed persons are better secured by the state and the pressure is weaker to take the first job they can get. In contrast, in the United Kingdom many people must accept substandard work to secure their subsistence.
Attempts to fight youth unemployment have been started in recent years in both Germany and the United Kingdom. At first glance it seems that 'JUMP' and the 'New Deal' have been successful in integrating the problem groups, but the success must be evaluated in the long term. The 'New Deal' is designed less to ensure the long-term procurement of knowledge; its main purpose is to break the vicious circle of unemployment. How successful this strategy is must be proven in the long run.
Notes 1 These figures are based on data collected by Eurostat in the framework of the annual Labour Force Surveys. The advantage of these data is that they can be used for international comparisons, given that the same set of features are surveyed in each country and that the definitions and methods are used identically. In addition, all the surveys are carried out at the same time -in spring each year -and the data are processed at a central level by Eurostat. For further details on the database see Eurostat (1996) . 2 Eurostat also uses these criteria to calculate unemployment rates. 3 For the original version see König et al. (1988) ; for a detailed description see Brauns & Steinmann (1999) . 4 The calculation is based on the formula: total number of unemployed/total number of labour force (unemployed and employed persons) * 100. Inactive persons are excluded. 5 On the details of logistic regression models see Hamilton (1992) . 6 The opposite probability can also be calculated: P (Y=0) = 1/1 + e y . Moreover, the parameter a corresponds to the constant which marks the axis of the ordinate, and the regression coefficients b i indicate the upward slope of the function, x i are the values of the different independent variables. 7 This function l is two times the negative of the log likelihood function: L = -2 ln (P(Y i )); i = 1,...,k. 8 Because of the small number of cases, it was not possible to classify young foreigners by country of origin, nor are young people born in Germany who do not have German citizenship considered as a separate group. A differentiated analysis of the young foreigners would presumably reveal different risks of unemployment depending on the country of origin. 9 Because the data used are cross-sectional surveys, the individual courses of work cannot be pursued temporally. Therefore it is impossible to say whether or not somebody who is short-term unemployed at the time of questioning will move on to long-term unemployment. 10 However, if we observe the youth unemployment rates in the United Kingdom as a function of ethnic origin, differences become evident. The individual risk of unemployment is much lower for 'white' young people than for young people of other ethnic origins (7.7% as opposed to 17.6% in 1996, estimation of the Department of Education and Employment in the United Kingdom, see O'Higgins (1997) ), despite the fact that, on average, the latter have a higher level of education, see Heath & McMahon (1997) . § All the categories written in italics are reference categories. The regression coefficients must always be interpreted in relation to the reference category, which has a coefficient of 0. Positive values mean that an effect 'favours' (long-term) unemployment, while negative values indicate effects that favour employment or not long-term unemployment, respectively. The regression coefficients, their standard errors and their error probabilities of < 10 % (*), < 5 % (**) and < 1 % (***) are provided for each model. # For levels of education cf. table 3.
Sources: German Microcensus 1995; own calculations. § All the categories written in italics are reference categories. The regression coefficients must always be interpreted in relation to the reference category, which has a coefficient of 0. Positive values mean that an effect 'favours' (long-term) unemployment, while negative values indicate effects that favour employment or not long-term unemployment, respectively. The regression coefficients, their standard errors and their error probabilities of < 10 % (*), < 5 % (**) and < 1 % (***) are provided for each model. # For levels of education cf. table 3.
Sources: British Labour Force Survey 1996; own calculations.
